Predictions by social identity theory (SIT) and relative deprivation theory (RDT) concerning preferences for strategies to cope with a negative in-group status position were tested. The focus of the present research was a comparison of the theories regarding their differential patterns of prediction. For this purpose, a natural sample within a specific historical situation was investigated: East Germans after the German unification. First, the predictive power of SIT and RDT variables was tested separately. In a second step, a possible integration of the theories was addressed. Combining the SIT variables and RDT variables led to an integrated model indicating a differential pattern of prediction for intergroup strategies. The RDT components explained the collective responses, whereas SIT constructs were related to individual strategies.
dictive power for different intergroup strategies. Furthermore, we explored the possibility of an integration of the theories.
Prediction of Identity Management Strategies
In terms of SIT, a disadvantaged or inferior position of one's own group leads to a "negative social identity" (Tajfel & Turner, 1986 ) that triggers attempts to improve one's status position. The preference for particular identity management strategies partly depends, on the perception of the situation (e.g., on sociostructural characteristics of intergroup relations such as stability, legitimacy, and permeability). In addition, identification with one's own group also predicts preferences for strategies, which are, in turn, predicted by perceptions of sociostructural characteristics (Ellemers, 1993) . Thus, identification mediates the relation of sociostructural variables to identity management strategies. People will be more or less identified with their group depending on (a) the perception of status inferiority as being legitimate or illegitimate and stable or unstable and (b) the boundaries between groups as being permeable or impermeable. Consequently, people will be more or less willing to engage in individual or collective modes to change their present situation.
According to RDT, there is no monotonic function between feelings of relative deprivation and the actual objective situation. People will feel discontent if they recognize an unfavorable discrepancy between "value expectations" and "value capabilities" (Gurr, 1970) . At some point in time, people might notice that they want more than they have and have less than they feel rightfully entitled to (wanting and deserving in Crosby's, 1982, revised model) , resulting in feelings of relative deprivation such as anger, grievance, moral outrage, or resentment. According to RDT, resentment may lead to specific behavioral responses (Dube & Guimond, 1986; Mark & Folger, 1984) . Since Runciman (1966) , theories of relative deprivation have distinguished between personal or egoistic relative deprivation and group-specific or fraternal relative deprivation. Egoistic deprivation develops from comparisons with other individuals, whereas fraternal deprivation results from comparisons of one's own group with other relevant social groups.
For both SIT and RDT, it is crucial that the status quo is evaluated in comparison with alternatives. Thus, the process of comparison is the ultimate base of SIT and RDT. In SIT, evaluation of one's social standing depends on the comparison group and comparison dimension, leading to either a positive or a negative outcome. The perception of unstable status relations between one's own and another group provides the opportunity to think of alternatives to the present situation. In addition, the perception of illegitimacy leads to the notion that there should, in fact, be an alternative to the present status quo. Finally, the permeability between in-group and out-group raises the possibility of individual mobility. In RDT, value expectations and value capabilities (wanting and deserving) arise from comparisons between the actual situation and one's own past, another person or group, or some ideal standard. Perceiving a discrepancy between the given status quo and the state to which one feels entitled induces feelings of relative deprivation. Thus, RDT focuses on the resulting emotional responses more than SIT does.
The two theories have in common that evaluations of situations are relative in that they are based on comparison outcomes. Furthermore, both theories tackle crucial questions concerning behavior in broader social contexts. It is of major interest to gain insight into how people may respond to their socially underprivileged positions, how they may try to improve their situation, and what in particular the antecedent conditions for collective action are (Crosby, 1976; Mark & Folger, 1984; see Lalonde & Cameron, 1994 , for a detailed discussion of the conditions of collective action).
Several authors have mentioned the relevance of both theories for analyzing and explaining intergroup behavior as a reaction to a disadvantaged in-group position (e.g., Ellemers, 1993; Kawakami & Dion, 1995; Lalonde & Cameron, 1994; Walker & Pettigrew, 1984) . Nevertheless, the literature provides almost no direct comparison of the approaches concerning their power to predict different behavioral responses (for an exception, see Kawakami & Dion, 1995) . Beyond that, studies of real groups in a particular social and historical intergroup context are especially rare. The present study aimed at filling these gaps.
Social Context of the Present Field Study
In the present study, predictions of SIT were compared with assumptions made by RDT. The major focus of this comparison was the power of the theories to predict different identity management strategies. Data were collected in a particular field setting, namely East Germany at the end of 1992 after the unification of the former German Democratic Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany in 1989-1990. In social psychological terms, the political situation of Germany today can be described as follows: The official political program clearly aims at the assimilation (Berry, 1984) of East German to West German living conditions. West Germans provide the standard that East Germans are compared with and are expected to reach. Therefore, West Germans are a highly salient and relevant reference group for East Germans. At the same time, for the latter, nearly every intergroup comparison with the former results in a negative outcome (e.g., economic situation or living standard). In an opinion poll conducted in 1990 (Harenberg, 1991) , as well as follow-up polls (Spiegel-Redaktion, 1995) , East Germans evaluated themselves as inferior to West Germans. Moreover, 75% of the sample agreed that for the near future in Germany, East Germans would be "Burger zweiter Klasse" (second-class citizens). Thus, we expected that East Germans would perceive themselves in an inferior status position and that they would look for or engage in strategies to improve their status quo.
In addition, the political program of assimilation implies a further specific characteristic of the situation: The differences between East and West Germans were expected to be of only a temporary nature and therefore unstable. For this reason, unlike as in original SIT, perceptions of stability were unexpected and highly salient (see Mummendey, Klink, Mielke, Wenzel, & Blanz, in press ).
Strategic Responses to Status Inferiority
Following Tajfel and Turner (1979) , several strategies are possible to improve relative in-group evaluations. Distinguishing among individual, collective, and creative behavior, one can specify six strategies that are relevant to managing a disadvantaged group position (for a detailed description of strategic responses, see Blanz, Mummendey, Mielke, & Klink, 1998) . The power of SIT as well as RDT to predict each of the six identity management strategies is the criterion on which the comparison of the theories was based. These strategies are as follows: (a) individual mobility (i.e., East Germans aim at leaving the in-group to become West German), (b) recategorization at a higher level (i.e., East Germans claim as individuals that they perceive themselves as "Germans" rather than thinking of themselves in terms of the lower category "East German"), (c) social competition (i.e., East Germans attempt to gain a West German status level for their group or even reverse the status relation into East German superiority), (d) realistic competition (i.e., East Germans aim at receiving more material resources than West Germans), (e) preference for temporal comparison (i.e., a comparison of the present situation of East Germans with the situation before the reunification is perceived as more important than a comparison with West Germans), and (f) revaluation of the material dimension (i.e., East Germans devalue the material comparison dimension as less important for their positive social identity).
Individual mobility and recategorization at a higher level are prototypical individual strategies, whereas social competition and realistic competition resemble collective behavior; preference for temporal comparison and reevaluation of the material dimension are examples of creativity strategies. The two collective strategies, social and realistic competition, were expected to be closely related. Nonetheless, both were included to allow a fair comparison of SIT and RDT, because we expected that feelings of relative deprivation would be related to offensive and behavioral reactions rather than merely cognitive reactions (e.g., recategorization at a higher level).
Social Identity Theory
According to SIT, the perception of the structural characteristics of intergroup relations provides a crucial determinant of the strength of in-group identification, and of the preference for different strategies to cope with an unfavorable in-group position (for experimental results, see, e.g., Ellemers, 1993; Ellemers, Wilke, & van Knippenberg, 1993) . Thus, identification with one's own group works as a mediating variable (see Mummendey et al., in press , for a more detailed discussion of SIT). The sociostructural characteristics included in the SIT model are stability or instability of status inferiority, legitimacy or illegitimacy of status inferiority, and permeability or impermeability of group boundaries (see Figure 1) . It is assumed that these variables predict preferences for strategic responses to status inferiority as well as degree of ingroup identification. The kinds of reactions preferred by group members to overcome a negative outcome of a salient intergroup comparison will be dependent on how individuals perceive themselves to be related to their own group. More specifically, identification may differentially predict the preference for individual, collective, and creative strategies.
To summarize, the SIT-based assumptions lead to the following structure of the model. The model's predictors are (a) stabilityinstability of status inferiority, (b) legitimacy-illegitimacy of status inferiority, and (c) permeability-impermeability of group boundaries. Its mediator is in-group identification, and the identity management strategies are the criterion variables.
Relative Deprivation Theory
To allow comparison with the SIT model, an alternative RDT model was created. To predict strategies, we mainly focus on fraternalistic deprivation, because evidence suggests that fraternalistic in contrast to egoistic deprivation is related to intergroup behavior (e.g., Walker & Mann, 1987) . Following the distinction of cognitive and affective dimensions of relative deprivation (e.g., Cook, Crosby, & Hennigan, 1977) , we included a measure to assess the cognitive representation of the outcome for one's own group in comparison with another relevant group (e.g., West Germans) as well as a measure of affective evaluations of the perceived discrepancy (the latter represented a mediating variable).
In SIT, "negative social identity" is defined as the result of an intergroup comparison with a negative outcome for one's own group. Redefined in terms of RDT, what matters is the perception of a negative discrepancy between one's own and another group's share of positive resources or positive outcomes, as well as the negative evaluation of this discrepancy with its affective consequences. It can be expected that cognitive appraisal as well as affective consequences will predict preferences for different response modes. Following Vanneman and Pettigrew (1972) or Guimond and Dube-Simard (1983) , we expect that the likelihood of collective strategies (e.g., social competition) will increase and the likelihood of individual strategies (e.g., individual mobility) will decrease as group or fraternal relative deprivation increases.
In her well-developed model of egoistic relative deprivation, Crosby (1976) summarized five necessary conditions for feelings of personal resentment. Later she reduced these conditions to the main features of wanting and deserving (Crosby, 1982; Crosby, Muehrer, & Loewenstein, 1986) .
1 In a more recent variant of RDT, Folger, in his referent cognition theory (RCT; 1986 , 1987 Folger & Martin, 1986) , not only elegantly reinterpreted the conditions for egoistic relative deprivation according to Crosby (1976) . He also extended his approach to group issues (Folger, 1986 (Folger, , 1987 , making it a candidate for an integration of SIT and RCT. Borrowing from Kahneman and Tversky's (1982) simulation heuristic, RCT postulates that the evaluation of a given status quo entails a frame of reference. This reference is provided by imagined alternative situations. Contentment or resentment stems from the positive or negative referent outcome that results from a comparison between the actual situation and what could have been, should have been, and might have been. According to this fundamental postulate, RCT distinguishes cognitions about (a) referent outcomes, (b) referent instrumentalities, and (c) likelihood of amelioration. In RCT, all three concepts represent essential determinants of the -degree of resentment that is associated with feelings of fraternalistic deprivation. A negative comparison between the actual and the referent outcome may result in mild forms of dissatisfaction with the status quo. Thinking that the procedures or instruments leading to this negative outcome were unjustified and that an alternative procedure would have caused more favorable outcomes strengthens dissatisfaction into resentment. However, when people perceive a future amelioration of the status quo as being rather likely, resentment will be weakened.
The likelihood of amelioration takes into account the temporary dynamics of deprivation. It refers to expected future changes; however, the exact meaning is somewhat ambiguous: Likelihood of amelioration may constitute the mere possibility of future change, or, more specifically, it may resemble future feasibility (e.g., amelioration with individual responsibility for change; Folger, 1986) . If one follows this distinction, then likelihood of Figure 1 . Assumed model of social identity theory with sociostructural characteristics as predictors, identification as a mediator, and identity management strategies as criteria. 1 We explored a variant of the restricted model that was built after Crosby (1982) , including the explicit distinction of egoistic and fraternal relative deprivation. Fraternal relative deprivation was predicted by fraternal wanting, fraternal deserving, and in-group material status, whereas egoistic relative deprivation was predicted by egoistic wanting, egoistic deserving, and personal material situation. Feelings of fraternal and egoistic relative deprivation were included as mediators, and the six identity management strategies resembled the criteria. The main result of the model was that although the feeling of egoistic relative deprivation has some influence on fraternal relative deprivation, only the feeling of fraternal relative deprivation explains variance in the intergroup strategies. This may be seen as an additional argument for focusing primarily on fraternal relative deprivation. amelioration can be understood as a twofold concept. First, it indicates the perception of the stability or instability of the present situation (e.g., the mere likelihood of change). Second, it contains "future feasibility" for which one or one's group is responsible (e.g., the expectation of self-efficacy or group efficacy). Group efficacy is basically people's collective shared belief of being able to solve their group-related problems by unified effort (Bandura, 1995) .
In RDT, the distinction between egoistic and fraternal relative deprivation is established through the degree of identification with one's own group (e.g., Kawakami & Dion, 1992; Smith, Spears, & Oyen, 1994; Walker & Pettigrew, 1984) . To engage in intergroup behavior, people have to be fraternally deprived. Thus, following Walker and Pettigrew (1984) , in the selection of our natural group, we established a strong background group identification with a long history (i.e., the particular intergroup relation between East and West Germans). As a result, group membership was emotionally loaded. Moreover, the particular social and political context of German unification was chosen to establish a salient frame of reference. For East Germans, the social comparison with West Germans is highly salient, and West Germans can be expected to be predominating referents (Haeger et al., 1996) .
Thus, according to RCT, simultaneous cognitions of high referent outcome, low justification of instruments, and low likelihood of amelioration are expected to result in maximum feelings of relative deprivation and resentment. Following this line of reasoning, the RCT model (see Figure 2 ) includes referent outcome, referent instrumentalities, and likelihood of amelioration (i.e., the possibility of change) as predictors; feelings of fraternal relative deprivation (e.g., resentment) and the concept of future feasibility (e.g., group efficacy) as mediators; and identity management strategies as criteria.
Study 1: A Comparison of Separate Prediction Models
The present article does not report detailed hypotheses concerning the expected effects (see Mummendey et al., in press , for an extended description and discussion of the SIT model). We are mainly interested in the global strength of both models in predicting the behavioral responses to inferior and unsatisfying in-group positions. Furthermore, comparison of the models should lead to an integration that improves and overcomes some of their shortcomings and integrates the predictive power of both.
Method Sample
Five hundred seventeen respondents born and living in different regions of East Germany {M age = 38 years, range = 17 to 87 years) participated in the study (310 women, Mage = 36 years; 174men,Mage = 40 years).
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Their educational levels were secondary school (n = 176), grammar school (n = 53), technical college (n = 182), and university (n = 91). The major occupation categories were as follows: employees (n = 291), students (n = 65), self-employed persons (n = 64), unemployed persons (n = 32), pensioners and housekeepers (n = 31), and blue-collar workers (n = 14). To assess the assumption of status inferiority, the participants had to indicate whether West Germans were better off, as well off, or worse off than East Germans. All of the 517 respondents reported that they perceived the West Germans as better off than the East Germans. Apparently, there was consensus about the status inferiority of East Germans among our participants.
Procedure
All participants completed a questionnaire that assessed the variables included in both the SIT and the RDT models. The questionnaires were either distributed by employees of institutions (for participants from city councils and banks) or sent by acquaintances. All respondents participated on a voluntary basis. They were told that the investigation was related to their general "life satisfaction." The initial sections of the questionnaire comprised sociostructural characteristics, identification as East German, and relative deprivation; items concerning strategies were presented at the end of the questionnaire. Participants completed their questionnaires individually either at their workplace or at home and returned them by mail, thereby assuring anonymity.
Assessment of Variables
The indicators for all variables included in the SIT and RDT models are presented in the Appendix. The item response format was a 5-point scale ranging from do not agree at all (1) to agree very much (5).
5/7" model. Each of the three sociostructural variables (perceptions of stability, legitimacy of status relations, and permeability of group boundaries) was measured by two items (e.g., "I think the relationship between East and West Germany will remain stable for the next years"; see Appendix for additional items). The sociostructural variables were uncorrelated except for a high negative relation between stability and permeability (r = -.36, p < .001; see Table 1 ). The mediator in-group identification was assessed through two indicators (e.g., "I identify with the East Germans").
RDT model. The referent outcome was measured by a single item that asked for the material position of East Germans relative to West Germans. "Referent instrumentalities" corresponds to legitimacy in the SIT model, and "likelihood of amelioration" (in the sense of possibility of change) corresponds to stability in the SIT model. Therefore, both were assessed by the same items as in the SIT model. As shown in Table 1 , only referent Figure 2 . Assumed model of relative deprivation theory with the conditions of fraternal and egoistic relative deprivation as predictors, affective fraternal and egoistic relative deprivation as mediators, and identity management strategies as criteria. cognition was negatively related to likelihood of amelioration (r = -.20, p < .001). The other predictors did not correlate with each other. The RDT model's first mediator refers to the central concept of fraternal relative deprivation (e.g., feelings of anger when thinking about the relation between East and West Germany). The second mediator is the expectation of collective efficacy (group efficacy), that is, the expectation of future amelioration and feasibility (e.g., "We East Germans can change the relation to the West Germans by our own effort").
Criterion variables. Three of the six identity management strategies considered in the present study (individual mobility, social competition, and realistic competition) were measured by two items. The remaining three strategies (recategorization at a higher level, reevaluation of the material dimension, and preference of temporal comparisons) were based on single indicators (see Appendix for more details). Some strategies are not independent from each other (see Table 2 ). As expected, realistic competition was positively related to social competition (r = .21, p < .01), recategorization at a higher level (r = .12, p < .05), and individual mobility (r = .20, p < .01).
3 In addition, preference for temporal comparisons was negatively related to individual mobility (r = -.09, p < .05), social competition (r = -.13, p < .01), and realistic competition (r = -.12, p < .01). Reevaluation of the material dimension was positively related to preference for temporal comparisons (r = .09, p < .05) and negatively related to individual mobility (r = -.10, p < .05). This pattern of correlations indicates that realistic competition, as a collective strategy, may partly be taken as an individual course of action. Moreover, as a result of its negative correlation, preference for temporal comparison may prevent the preference for conflicting collective strategies and individual mobility.
Results
For our main analyses, we applied LISREL 8 procedures (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993) to calculate the SIT and RDT models using latent variables. The main advantage of latent structure models is that they provide a simultaneous test of direct and indirect effects and measurement models (reliability and discriminative validity).
We used a highly restricted approach to test our model, allowing no residual correlation. All indicators were unequivocally related to their specific latent variables; thus, no double loadings were allowed. No restrictions were placed on the structure of the latent variables. In addition, criteria variables could correlate. All 517 participants were included in the analyses. To evaluate model fit, we used the generally weighted least squares method. In all models, careful checks revealed no deviations in parameter estimates and no special problems during optimization. Model fit for the SIT approach, ^(77, N = 511) = 99.22, p = .045, was clearly superior to the null model in which all parameters were assumed to be uncorrelated, ^(136, N = 517) = 2,918.11, p < .001 (y 2 differ- Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Joreskog, 1993; Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993 ; see Table 3 for other fit indexes). The model seemed to be close enough to the data to accept. Table 3 provides a summary of the path analysis results for the SIT model. As can be seen, the individual strategies recategorization at a higher level (27%) and individual mobility (15%) had satisfactory portions of variance explanation. For both collective strategies, social competition (12%) and realistic competition (9%), the variance explained was acceptable. Concerning the reevaluation of the material dimension (2%) and preference for temporal comparisons (1%) strategies, however, the explained variance was rather unsatisfactory. Identification showed significant or at least marginally significant direct paths that were positive in terms of social competition, realistic competition, and reevaluation of the material dimension and negative in terms of recategorization at a higher level and individual mobility. In addition, both stability and permeability revealed (marginally) significant indirect effects on all strategies except preference for temporal comparisons, whereas no indirect path could be observed for legitimacy. These results support the assumed mediating function (Baron & Kenny, 1986 ) of identification. There were significant direct paths from stability to individual mobility and realistic competition and marginally significant direct paths from stability to recategorization at a higher level and preference for temporal comparison. Legitimacy showed a positive path to individual mobility and a negative one to social competition.
SIT Model
To illustrate the description just provided, Figure 3 depicts only the significant paths for the SIT model. In addition, it includes the "p < .05. ***p < .001. 3 The correlation between realistic competition and mobility may be due to the specific merging situation, in which the official political program aims at unifying both groups. In this situation, the preference for individual mobility partly constitutes a form of social protest in which one claims the preference for individual mobility in the face of the impossibility of becoming a member of the superior group (e.g., because the group boundaries are impermeable). path coefficients for the sociostructural characteristics on identification and the completely standardized coefficients for the measurement models. Stability was positively related and permeability negatively related to identification. Legitimacy was not significantly related to identification, explaining the lack of mediated legitimacy effects.
RDT Model
As in the previous analyses, no residual correlation was allowed, no restrictions were placed on the structure of the latent variables, and the criteria could correlate. All 517 participants were included in the analyses. The fit of the RDT model, ^(85, N = 517) = 110.63, p = .032, was clearly superior to the null model in which all parameters were assumed to be independent, ^(153, N = 517) = 2,448.64, p < .001 (/ difference = 2,338.68, df = 68, p < .001). In addition, the RMSEA (.024) was well below .05, and the GFI and CFI exceeded the recommended criterion of .90 (see Table 4 for other fit indexes). Again, the model seemed to be close enough to the data to accept it. Table 4 shows a summary of the results of the RDT model. It considers the predictive power of the three predictors (referent outcome, referent instrumentalities, and likelihood of amelioration) and both mediators (fraternal resentment and group efficacy) in terms of the six identity management strategies. The model revealed satisfying explained variance for social competition (38%) and realistic competition (24%) but only 8% of the variance for recategorization at a higher level and 6% for individual mobility. As in the SIT model, the variance explained for the creative strategies preference for temporal comparison (4%) and reevaluation of the material dimension (3%) was considerably low.
The model shows some interesting features in that there were highly significant positive paths from fraternal resentment on social and realistic competition. The more one feels fraternally deprived based on one's group membership, the more one will engage in competition. As well, group efficacy was positively related to both competitive strategies. Fraternal resentment and group efficacy were related to a somewhat lesser extent to realistic competition than to social competition. Furthermore, group efficacy was negatively related to the preference for recategorization at a higher level, indicating that the more powerful the group is expected to be, the less one is inclined to self-categorize on a more inclusive level. Likelihood of amelioration (i.e., stability) was directly and negatively related to individual mobility and recategorization and positively connected to realistic competition. Finally, referent instrumentalities (legitimacy) were positively related to the preference for individual mobility. Thus, when the status difference between East and West Germany is perceived to be justified, the only possibility of changing one's status is through individual action.
The effects of all three predictors on strategic responses were mediated through fraternal relative deprivation and group efficacy. Specifically, all predictors had significant indirect and total paths to competitive strategies, but only likelihood of amelioration had a significant direct path to realistic competition. Thus, fratemalistic resentment and group efficacy were strong mediators in the RDT model, sharing certain features with in-group identification in the SIT model.
To illustrate the descriptions just provided, Figure 4 displays the significant paths for the RDT model. It shows that all predictors of the model were strongly related to the feeling of fraternal relative deprivation and that only referent instrumentalities were related to group efficacy. For the restricted model, the chi-square value, as well as other fit statistics, indicated an acceptable model fit.
Discussion
Before attempting an initial discussion of our results, we would like to state that our analyses did not intend to test the assumed Note. Shown is the saturated structural equation model for fraternal relative deprivation according to referent cognitions theory with in-group material status, likelihood of amelioration, and referent instrumentalities as predictors; affective fraternal relative deprivation as a mediator; and identity management strategies as criteria. The model fit is as follows: ^(85, N = 517) = 110.63, p = .032; root mean square error of approximation = .024, p = 1.00; Akaike's information criterion = 282.63 (342); goodness of fit index = .97; comparative fit index = .99; root mean square residual = .042. t/> =£ .10 (marginally significant). *p =s .05. **p £ .01. ***p =£ .001. structure of both models. As a result of our cross-sectional design, the specification of predictors, mediators, and criteria is supported by previous theory and experimental evidence. Therefore, the structure of the models was not empirically tested in the present research. Furthermore, there may be other equivalent models that fit the data as well as the models specified here (MacCallum, Wegener, Uchino, & Fabrigar, 1993) . For these two reasons, any directional or causal interpretation must be regarded as tentative. 4 However, although we agree that a change or even a reversal in path can be an interesting research topic in itself, we would like to point out that directions of paths, as formulated in the SIT and RDT models, were not only derived from both theories but also relied on laboratory research (e.g., Ellemers, 1993; Folger & Martin, 1986 ). In addition, because the goal of the present study was to predict behavioral responses, we did not address the difficult questions of unconfoundedness, individual and average causal effects, and the directions of these effects (Steyer, Gabler, & Rucai, 1996) . Ultimately, we are interested in the causal nature of the assumed variables. However, to evaluate the nature of causal influences in the SIT and RDT models, as well as in integrating approaches, experimental research has to be undertaken. Still, our results do allow for certain suggestions on the predictive power of the SIT and RDT models in a particular field setting. Bearing that in mind, the results for the SIT model including sociostructural characteristics as predictors, identification as a mediator, and strategies as criteria can be summarized as follows.
First, the predictive power of the SIT model varies for the six identity management strategies. The explanations for individual mobility and higher level recategorization are quite good in that, for both strategies, the amount of variance explained remained acceptable. Reevaluation of the material dimension and preference for temporal comparison, however, cannot be predicted by the independent variables of the model. Second, the sociostructural characteristics differ considerably with regard to their predictive power. Whereas legitimacy predicts only social competition and individual mobility, stability is a powerful predictor of individual mobility, recategorization at a higher level, and realistic competition. Third, identification as East German turned out to be of crucial relevance in explaining the different strategies. Except for preference for temporal comparison the model shows substantial direct and indirect path coefficients: Identification is related to strategy preferences as a predictor and as a mediator of stability and permeability effects. Fourth, all of these results are mainly consistent with SIT-based expectations (see Mummendey et al., in press ).
In a similar vein, results for the RDT model can be read as follows. First, for both competitive strategies (social and realistic competition), the RDT model reveals a much better explanation of variance than the SIT model. The overall pattern provides at least some support for the assumption that competitive strategies are more closely related to the feeling of fraternal deprivation and group efficacy than to in-group identification. Second, the RDT model does not explain a sufficient amount of variance for the creative strategies (preference for temporal comparison and reeval- uation of the material dimension). As was the case for the SIT model, this result remains quite unsatisfactory. Third, in predicting recategorization at a higher level and individual mobility, the SIT model is clearly more powerful than the RDT model. This can be taken as support for the initial suggestion that competitive strategies are more closely related to RDT, whereas recategorization at a higher level and individual mobility are more SIT-specific strategies. Fourth, relative deprivation and group efficacy are strong mediators with respect to competitive strategies, because no predictor of the model (except likelihood of amelioration) shows any direct path to social and realistic competition, but all are indirectly related to these strategies through fraternal relative deprivation and group efficacy. Such a pattern seems especially interesting in light of the strong and direct effect of legitimacy on social competition observed in the SIT model. In the RDT model, this relation is diminished and mediated through group efficacy. Fifth, group efficacy is explained only by referent instrumentalities. It shows no relation to referent outcome and likelihood of amelioration. This indicates that only an illegitimate group share may afford efficacy considerations. However, once illegitimacy has been realized, a perception of the group's efficacy may be needed to mobilize collective actions. In addition, the relation between legitimacy and group efficacy can be understood as a strategic plea to justify one's own status inferiority. If a legitimate status inferiority has to be conceded, then low collective efficacy may be perceived as a reason (which is accompanied by less resentment).
With respect to the overall pattern of both models, one may conclude that in-group identification seems to be of major importance for a differential explanation of identity management strategies, because it is positively related to collective strategies and negatively related to individual strategies. In contrast, the RDT mediators fraternal relative deprivation and group efficacy are obviously related to competitive strategies. Group efficacy is also positively connected to temporal comparison and negatively connected to recategorization at a higher level, but fraternal relative deprivation does not show any additional significant path to the noncompetitive strategies. The overall pattern of both models further suggests that the SIT model shows stronger relations to individual strategies, whereas the RDT model is more closely connected to collective strategies. However, with regard to their respective predictive power for the six strategies, neither model seems to be self-evidently superior to the other. Moreover, it is not the purpose of this article to treat RDT and SIT as competing approaches. The results of the present analysis give rise to an integration of the theories to overcome the shortcomings of each and to increase the predictive power of both.
Study 2: An Integrated Prediction Model
The RDT model tested herein (Folger, 1986 (Folger, , 1987 shows some obvious similarities to the SIT model that go beyond the fact that both share a theoretical foundation (e.g., the process of social comparison) as the ultimate base of judgments. Both theories focus on almost exactly the same features of the intergroup situation in pointing to stability and legitimacy as important determinants of strategy choice. However, the theories differ in their assumptions concerning the mediating process. Whereas SIT focuses more on the cognitive self-aspects of belonging to a group, RDT regards a strong affective reaction to group-related deprivation as an important mediator. Therefore, one rationale for integrating SIT and RDT is that both assume nearly the same situational aspects as conditions for negative social identity or fraternal deprivation while pointing to different mediating processes.
A major gain of the integration is that it adds certain features that are usually tacit assumptions in both simple models. This can be illustrated by the interplay between referent outcome and negative social identity. In the integrated model, the referent outcome is a new and RDT-specific predictor. If the referent outcome of a situation becomes high, dissatisfaction might increase, implying that it is easy to think about an alternative, improved outcome. The notion of referent outcome plays a crucial but sometimes hidden role in SIT. According to SIT, one starts with the assumption of a "negative social identity." It is further assumed that, depending on the perceived intergroup situation and mediated by in-group identification (i.e., the first mediator in the combined model), different preferences for identity management strategies do result. RDT adds the relevant variable to the SIT model by explicitly considering the referent outcome. If the referent outcome indicates an inferior position of one's group, in terms of status, a state of negative social identity is induced. Moreover, the referent outcome refers to the degree of negative social identity that might indicate differences in the need to show identity management strategies.
In our integrated model (see Figure 5 ), we expect resentment to increase the more the inferior in-group position is perceived as being illegitimate and stable. This line of thinking nicely fits the core concepts and assumptions of RCT. SIT-based legitimacy or illegitimacy of status relations fits the referent instrumentalities in RCT terms. SIT-based stability or instability of status relations corresponds to likelihood of amelioration (as "possibility of change") in RCT terms.
The permeability of group boundaries remains a unique predictor of the original SIT model. In line with RCT, one can expect that permeable group boundaries raise the possibility of evading the negative frame of reference. Therefore, high permeability may reduce feelings of fraternal relative deprivation.
A high referent outcome, unjustified instrumentalities, and a low likelihood of amelioration are expected to lead to high fraternal resentment (i.e., the second mediator included in the integrated model). To establish the possibility of being fraternally deprived, one has to consider one's identification with one's own group (Walker & Pettigrew, 1984) . In this case, SIT provides the missing link between fraternal and egoistic relative deprivation. Therefore, we expect that in-group identification will be positively related to fraternal resentment; that is, the more one identifies with one's in-group, the more one is expected to feel fraternally deprived.
The third mediator is future feasibility or "group efficacy." Although originally conceived as an RCT-based concept, in terms of SIT it may actually represent an aspect of temporary dynamics of intergroup relations. The degree of identification may alter the focus of efficacy considerations. Thus, highly identified individuals put more emphasis on collective than individual efficacy. Consequently, one can expect that identification is positively related to group efficacy; that is, the more one identifies with a group, the higher the commitment in collective action (expressed through expected collective efficacy).
Following RCT-based predictions, we expect degree of resentment to be negatively related to referent outcome and positively related to stability. Such a prediction seems reasonable because Figure 5 . Complete integrated model for the combination of social identity theory and relative deprivation theory with sociostructural characteristics and in-group situation as predictors; identification, fraternal resentment, and group efficacy as mediators; and six identity management strategies as criteria. low in-group share is what most would like to avoid, and high stability leads to fewer expectations of possible change. Likewise, legitimacy of intergroup relations and permeability of group boundaries should show a negative relation to fraternal relative deprivation, because the perception of illegitimacy makes an inferior position unacceptable and impermeable group boundaries reduce the chance for individual mobility. Both unacceptable status position and lack of individual mobility should be accompanied by increased resentment. Aside from these direct paths of sociostructural characteristics on fraternal deprivation, we expect resentment to have a strong mediating effect on prediction of strategies. This should especially hold for both competitive strategies. In addition, group efficacy is expected to mediate the relation between identification and competitive strategies, because expecting an improvement through the group's unified effort should lead to collective rather than individualistic strategies. Relations between sociostructural characteristics and in-group identification can be straightforwardly derived from the SIT model. Moreover, in the integrated model, in-group identification plays a central role because of its relations to fraternal resentment and group efficacy. Finally, some of the direct path coefficients of identification on the identity management strategies should be mediated through fraternal resentment and, at least partly, through group efficacy.
Results
Using LISREL 8 procedures again, we set up a model including stability, legitimacy, permeability, and referent outcome as predictors; identification, group efficacy, and fraternal resentment as mediators; and the six identity management strategies as criteria. Again, no correlation between residuals was allowed, but no restrictions were placed on the relations between latent variables. As in the previous analysis, the fit of the model, ^(136, N = 517) = 193.15, p = .0009, was clearly superior to the null model, X 2 (23l,N= 517) = 4,939.65,p < .001 (x 2 difference = 4,746.50, df = 95, p < .001). Nonetheless, if conventionally applied, the chi-square value would reject the model. However, there was considerable power in our tests (N = 517), and no model will perfectly fit the data as power increases. Other indicators of model fit (RMSEA = .029, GFI = .97, CFI = .99) showed a different picture, being quite acceptable. Based on these criteria as well as others (Akaike's information criterion, root mean square residual, see Table 5 ), we accepted the model as fitting the data reasonably well.
The combined SIT-RDT model added to the explained variance for the six strategies relative to both single variants (see Table 5 ). Both competition strategies were predicted as in the corresponding RDT model: social competition (38%) and realistic competition (26%). Explained variances for individual mobility (11%) and recategorization at a higher level (24%) were somewhat smaller than in the SIT model. However, even the combined model did not add much to the variance explained for preference for temporal comparisons (4%) and reevaluation of the material dimension (3%); both remained rather unsatisfying.
Identification showed significant total effects on all strategies Note. Shown is the saturated structural equation model for the integrated model with sociostructural characteristics and in-group situation as predictors; identification, fraternal resentment, and group efficacy as mediators; and six identity management strategies as criteria. The model fit is as follows: X 2 (136, N = 517) = 193.15, p = .00093; root mean square error of approximation = .029, p = 1.00; Akaike's information criterion = 427.15 (506); goodness of fit index = .97; comparative fit index = .99; root mean square residual = .057. tp == .10 (marginally significant). *p < .05. ** p < .01. ***/?< .001. except preference for temporal comparisons. It is notable that the significant direct paths from identification to social and realistic competition observed in the SIT model were completely mediated by fraternal resentment and group efficacy. Thus, the competitive strategies were still connected to identification but in an indirect manner.
Fraternal resentment was significantly related to recategorization at a higher level, preference for temporal comparisons, and the two competitive strategies. Moreover, it mediated the relation between all of the sociostructural variables and both realistic and social competition.
As in the SIT model, stability and permeability were related to identification (see Figure 6 ). The additional predictor included in the combined model, referent outcome, explained no further variance of identification; thus, the integrated model did not improve the variance explained for identification (14%). Three of the four predictors showed significant path coefficients on fraternal relative deprivation. In addition, identification was strongly related to fraternal relative deprivation. It is remarkable that the explained variance of fraternal resentment improved from 19% in the simple RDT model to 28% in the integrated model. Moreover, the explained variance for group efficacy increased from a rather unsatisfying 4% in the RDT model to 14% in the combined model. The improvement in explained variance for two mediators (fraternal deprivation and group efficacy) seemed one of the main advantages of the integrated model.
To summarize, the individual strategies directly and negatively related to identification, whereas the collective strategies were directly connected to strong negative feelings of resentment and deprivation. Furthermore, the relation between identification and collective strategies was completely mediated through fraternal resentment and group efficacy. Finally, our models could not explain the strategies of social creativity (e.g., preference for temporal comparison and reevaluation of the material dimension).
Identification, group efficacy, and fraternal resentment were the central variables that mediated the sociostructural variables' effects on strategy preference, as indicated by the high proportion of significant indirect paths in Table 5 . The sociostructural variables still had some direct influence.
Discussion
Bearing in mind the reservations regarding its directional causal nature pointed out in our initial discussion of the SIT and RDT models, the integrated SIT-RDT model aimed at improving the explanatory power of the separate models and attempted to integrate the theories. As it turns out, there were substantial gains in explained variance for four of the six strategies. In addition, the For the present purpose (i.e., to predict preferences for strategic responses to status inferiority), we have shown how knowledge of perceived intergroup structure allows for prediction of identification and feelings of fraternal resentment, as well as prediction of preferences for strategic responses. Furthermore, our results indicate that the causal order of variables, as derived from both theories (e.g., Ellemers, 1993; Folger, 1986 Folger, , 1987 , can be successfully applied to our field setting. Even more important, the results reveal strong support for our predictions based on SIT and RDT. In addition, the present analysis shows that the predictive power of both approaches can be improved by enriching the original SIT model through including in-group status as a predictor and fraternal resentment and group efficacy as mediators.
In a field study like ours, it is often difficult to obtain measures with high reliability and validity. Here the results of our analysis indicate sufficient differentiation among variables. There was no double loading of indicators or correlated residuals. However, indicators for latent constructs were of a different quality, with a minimum completely standardized coefficient of .56. Thus, they were sufficient to allow reasonable estimates of latent variables.
The integrated model shows some advantages for the fraternal reformulation of Folger's RCT. In addition, the close relation between SIT and RCT provides a good starting point to integrate the theories, because both assume that the actual situation is evaluated by comparing it with alternative outcomes. Moreover, SIT and RCT emphasize similar features of the intergroup situation as predictors of social identification and fraternal resentment. Here legitimacy and stability of status difference put forward by SIT correspond to the referent instrumentalities and the likelihood of amelioration in RDT. Still, SIT and RDT include their unique concepts, with referent outcome being unique to RDT and permeability of group boundaries being unique to SIT. The predictors, as well as in-group identification, are strongly related to fraternal resentment, thus increasing the variance explained for this affective component. In addition, as a result of its close relation to in-group identification, variance explained for group efficacy could be improved. Disappointingly, the addition of referent outcome as a predictor does not add much to the variance explained for identification. Amount of status inferiority does not seem to be related to degree of in-group identification. Nonetheless, referent outcome plays a central role in SIT because a high referent outcome may justify the interpretation of behavioral responses as strategies to cope with negative social identity.
SIT and RDT stress different concepts that mediate the relation between perceived intergroup structure and the preference for identity management strategies: SIT accentuates the cognitive aspect of identification, whereas RDT emphasizes the role of expressive and motivating emotions as well as expectations of amelioration through collective or group efficacy. The results indicate that this differential emphasis is related to differences in strategy preference. Individual identity management strategies (individual mobility and recategorization at a higher level) are directly linked to in-group identification, reflecting a somewhat unique SIT issue. In contrast, preference for collective strategies is mediated through feelings of anger and efficacy expectations, revealing the part of our model unique to RDT. In addition, the integrated model points to a certain gain in understanding of intergroup behavior, because fraternal resentment strongly mediates the role of sociostructural characteristics and in-group identification, pointing to an interesting interplay between cognitive and emotional aspects of the intergroup situation.
With respect to the integrated model, one can easily divide the six strategies into three groups fitting the taxonomy of strategies established by Tajfel and Turner (1979) distinguishing among individual, collective, and creative strategies. Two of these strategies are directly and negatively related to identification: individual mobility and recategorization at a higher level. Two further strategies are directly and positively connected to fraternal resentment: social competition and realistic competition. Finally, the strategies composing the third group cannot be explained by the model (preference for temporal comparison and reevaluation of the material dimension).
There have been other attempts to integrate SIT and RDT. In particular, Kawakami and Dion (1995) tried to integrate SIT, RDT, and self-categorization theory by showing that these theories specify different steps in the processing of social information. However, our approach differs from theirs with respect to two issues. First, we strongly rely on a fraternalistic variant of Folger's RCT that bears certain similarities to SIT. This close relation between RCT and SIT allows us to integrate them while leaving intact the original structure of both theories. Moreover, the integrated model improves some shortcomings of both theories and enriches the theoretical frame by illuminating the interrelation of SIT and RDT variables. Second, although sharing certain features, the combined SIT-RDT model nevertheless points to a differential prediction of collective and individual strategies through RDT and SIT mediators.
Further investigations should aim to clarify the status of predictors for strategies, such as temporal comparison and reevaluation of the material dimension, for which neither of the models tested here offer satisfying solutions. With respect to both theories, these two variables may be due to the more basic process of generating referents and gaining information about one's social standing; therefore, they could be considered as antecedents to SIT and RDT. Following this line of thinking, it may sometimes be misleading to take them as criteria. However, one can distinguish between social comparisons that aim at gaining information about one's social standing and the strategic use of social comparisons to demonstrate one's own group's superiority. Further research should aim at clarifying the basic process that underlies these different forms of self-evaluation through social comparisons.
Concluding Remarks
The major aim of our study was to test and evaluate the predictive power of a SIT model and an RDT model. The results indicate that individual strategies are better explained by the SIT model, whereas collective strategies are more closely connected to the RDT model. Disappointingly, our models could not explain the creative strategies at all. Neither model is superior to the other, but integrating them does add to the predictive power of the SIT model for the individual strategies and the strong link between fraternal resentment and collective strategies.
The integrated model overcomes some shortcomings of both single models. Following Walker and Pettigrew (1984) , in-group identification is a necessary precondition for fraternal relative deprivation. Our model implements this theoretical proposal, and the results impressively demonstrate the close connection of identification to feelings of fraternal resentment. Therefore, if one distinguishes fraternal and egoistic relative deprivation, then one has to assess degree of identification to determine who will feel more deprived as a result of the disadvantages that arise from group membership issues as opposed to personal disadvantages. In addition, in SIT, one has to demonstrate that the conditions for negative social identity are met to interpret a behavior as an identity management strategy. According to Folger's RCT, it is referent outcome that shows the dimension-specific degree of negative social identity. To make these assumptions explicit and integrate them in one common model is the major theoretical improvement of the present study.
The integrated model provides the framework for further investigations to clarify the relationship of RDT and SIT variables. The concept of group efficacy as collective expectation of future amelioration is expected to predict actual behavior as well as preferences for behavior. This variable may play a central role in theories that attempt to explain collective actions (e.g., the theory of movement participation; Klandermans, 1984) . Of specific interest is the relationship between identification with one's in-group and feelings of fraternal resentment. Is identification a precondition for fraternal resentment, or should one expect some form of recursive causality in that more fraternal resentment leads to a higher degree of identification? Finally, the integrated model suggests some additional relations between variables (e.g., between permeability of group boundaries and fraternal relative deprivation). Further investigations should aim at clarifying their causal nature (i.e., their unconfoundedness and direction).
Permeability
In principle, it is not difficult for an East German to be considered as a West German (perl).
For an East German it is nearly impossible to be regarded as a West German (per2). 
Fraternal Resentment
Being faced daily with the situation of the East Germans one can only become annoyed (expl).
The East Germans' current situation is such that sometimes one could simply wade in (exp2).
Group Efficacy
We East Germans are not able to manage our fate by ourselves (groul). (-) We East Germans can change the relation to the West Germans by our own effort (grou2).
Strategies

Individual Mobility
I make any effort to be considered as a West German (mobl). It is my very wish to belong to the West Germans (mob2).
Social Competition
We will show to the West Germans that we are the more efficient Germans (scompl).
It is our goal not to be taught by the West Germans, but to teach them ourselves (scomp2).
Realistic Competition
If new jobs arise in the next five years, we East Germans will have to make sure that these jobs will be established in East Germany rather than in West Germany (rcompl).
By now, enough has been invested in West Germany. We East Germans
